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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-3140

DEFENSE SCIENCE
BOARD

June 22, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

THROUGH: UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (ACQUISITION &
TECHNOLOGY)

SUBJECT: Final Report of the Defense Science Board (DSB) Task Force on Readiness

This memorandum provides for your review and comment the final report of the DSB
Task Force on Readiness, and recommends that you forward the report to the Secretary of
Defense. The report focuses on the Department's readiness management and oversight processes,
especially key indicators for measuring readiness and candidate methodologies for providing
early warning of potential readiness problems, and on other matters affecting individual and
collective readiness, such as structure, lift, and sustainability.

In conducting its activities, the Readiness Task Force has met as a group frequently, and
its members have visited numerous sites to gather information. They also met with the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Services Chiefs and available CINCs. The Task Force did not look
in detail into acquisition, technology, or industrial base issues related to readiness; the adequacy
of forces to carry out the Bottom-Up Review; or nuclear forces strategy and requirements.

Regarding the current status of military readiness, the Task Force concluded that although
there are some downward indicators, the general readiness posture of today's conventional and
unconventional forces is acceptable in most measurable areas. However, the Task Force reported
that it observed enough concerns that they were convinced that unless the Department of Defense
and the Congress focus on readiness, the armed forces could slip into a "hollow" status.

For analytical purposes, the Task Force divided readiness into three levels: unit, joint
(and combined) force, and national. The Task Force found that there currently exists a well-
defined reporting systern to evaluate the current readiness of combat and support units. On the

other hand, it found the Department's systems for predicting future unii readiness significantly
less mature and less comprehensive.

The Task Force assessed the current state of the Department's ability to measure joint

readiness as poorly defined. Specifically, there is neither a clear definition of joint readiness ror
of a system to measure it.

At the highest level, national readiness is important to ensure that our forces have
sufficient readiness to carry out our National Military Strategy. The analysis conducted under
the Bottom-Up Review provided the basis for addressing the strategic readiness of our forces in
some areas, notably in force structure. This analysis, however, did not consider all essential




elements in strategic readiness. For example, it did not analyze in sufficient depth the C41

needed to integrate forces. Additional analysis is being conducted by OSD, the Chairman, and !
the CINCs. The Task Force deferred judgment on this level of readiness.

Recommendations in the final report include the need to: provide adequate resources to
access, train, and educate high quality personnel; work with Congress in developing a
contingency funding system which does not harm readiness; improve analytical tools to help
project the future readiness implications of our policy and budgetary decisions; bring a greater
joint forces perspective to readiness; develop an OSD C41 architecture; provide greater
involvement by theater CINCs in the readiness matters; enhanced use of simulations; place
emphasis on weapons of mass destruction readiness; and reexamine the readiness oversight and
management roles of OSD, JCS, the Services, and the CINCs.

Taken in the aggregate, the report's recommendations could serve to support the broad
policy adjustments the Department of Defense is taking in overseeing and managing readiness. I
concur with the observations and recommendations of the Task Force, and recommend that you
approve the report for appropriate dissemination by signing the attached memorandum.

(UL : R
U' SN0 ‘} ' l |I Paul G. Kaminski
Joouho e o Chairman
Distriby. i




OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

4000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-4000

21 June 1994

PERSONNEL AND
READINESS

MEMORANDUM FOR CHAIRMAN, DEFENSE SCIENCE BOARD
SUBJECT: Report of the Defense Science Board (DSB) Task Force on Readiness

Attached is the final report of the DSB study on readiness. The Terms of Reference

asked us to provide advice, recommendations, and supporting rationale which address the areas
below.

¢ Key indicators for measuring readiness and candidate methodologies for

providing early warning of potential readiness problems, including assessments
of:

- How the Department deals with readiness concerns; and
- The adequacy of existing readiness reporting systems.

o Other matters affecting individual and collective readiness, such as: stiucture, lift,

sustainability, active-reserve mix, retention, training, and the use of civilians and
coalition personnel support.

During the past year the Readiness Task Force reviewed a broad range of readiness topics
and looked in depth at numerous specific aspects of readiness, particularly the readiness
management and oversight process. In conducting its activities, the Readiness Task Force met as
a group frequently, and its members visited numerous sites to gather information. Significantly,
the Secretary or Deputy Secretary of Defense met with us at many of our group meetings o that
they could take timely action, rather than wait for the results of our reports. In addition, we met
with the Chairman of the Joint Chuefs of Staff, the Service Chiefs and available consultant
CINCs as we developed our observations and recommendations. As a result of these

collaborative efforts, steps to implement many of the recommendations made in this report
already are underway.

'The Task Force concluded that the readiness of today's conventional and unconventional
forces is acceptable in most measurable areas. That does not mean that the Task Force did not
find "pockets” of unreadiness. Most of these "pockets" are a result of changes taking place in the
armed forces and the turbulence created by these changes. However, we observed enough

concerns that we are convinced that unless the Department of Defense and the Congress focus on
readiness, the armed forces could slip back into a "hollow" status.

To prevent such back-sliding, the Task Force identified specific recommendations we
believe will pay significant dividends in future readiness, and particularly in future joint and
combined readiness. These recommendations are summarized in the Executive Summary and
provided in more detail in the body of the report.
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We propose that, in the future, the Readiness Task Force meet quasterly, or .a call of the

Secretary of Defense, to review the status of the recommendatiois and/or address ‘.ther readiness
issues as directed.

General Edward C. Meyer (
Chairm

. Army, Retired)

Attachment
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DEFENSE SCIENCE BOARD TASK FORCE ON READINESS

FINAL REPORT

ECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the late 1970's and early 1980's we had "hollow" forces. Compared with
today's troops, the service member who served during that period was, on average:

less well educated;

more involved with drugs;

less well trained;

less well equipped;

less well sustained;

less strategically mobile;

and, less highly regarded by the population.

The armed forces then were not ready to meet most of the major contingencies
called for by the National Security Strategy without a considerable period of warning
time to permit our conventional forces to mobilize and equip themselves. Absent ready
conventional forces, greater reliance was placed on nuclear deterrence; and, our nuclear
forces were maintained at a higher state of readiness than most of our conventional
forces.

The Readiness Task Force concludes that the readiness of today's conventional
and unconventional forces by contrast is acceptable in most measurable areas. However,
our group was asked to do more than merely assess the readiness of today's armed forces
compared with those of two decades ago. We were charged with providing advice on
how to avoid future unreadiness - future "hollow armed forces."

When we state that the readiness of today's forces is acceptable, that does not
mean that we did not find "pockets” of unreadiness. Most of these "pockets" are a result
of changes taking place in the armed forces and the turbulence created by these changes.
However, we observed enough concerns that we are convinced that unless the
Department of Defense and the Congress focus on readiness, the armed forces could slip
back into a "hollow" status.
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To prevent such back-sliding we believe that the following actions, sorne ongoing
and planned, need to be supported:

1. Resources to access, train, educate, retain high quality personnel.
Maintaining the quality of our people should continue to be the Department's
top priority.

2. A system that adequately funds contingency operations. The Department
should work with Congress in developing and institutionalizing a contingency
funding system which adequately funds contingencies and does not divert, delay
or disrupt the flow of funds needed to maintair readiness of forces not engaged
in such operations.

3.  Development of measurement systems that better equate readiness to
resources - present and future. The Department should take actions to develop
and improve the set of analytical models and other means that can be used to
help better understand the relationship between funding allocation decisions and
future force readiness.

4.  Sustainment readiness addressed with efforts equal to those involved in
assessing unit combat readiness. The Department should develop and
implement procedures and practices to address sustainment readiness issues at
the same level of detail and with the same emphasis normally used when
addressing combat readiness. (To include rationalization of the role of Reserve
Components and the criticality of strategic mobility.)

5.  Increased emphasis on Joint and Combined readiness and requirements,
including development of joint mission essential task lists. This is one of the
actions the Department should pursue to provide greater emphasis on the joint
forces perspective of readiness.

6. Development of an OSD C4I architecture and greater involvement by
theater CINC:s in the readiness of space assets that influence their combat
capabilities. There is a need for rapid development and implementation of a
Jjoint C4I architecture and doctrine. It should include readiness of satellite
components of the C4I system to ensure it can support joint contingency
operations. The theater CINCs should be involved throughout the process.

7.  Enhanced use of modeling and simulation. Modeling and simu]ation
technology should be exploited to enhance joint and combined training and
doctrine. It offers a tremendous opportunity to leverage our existing training at
all levels through enhancement or even replacement where appropriate after
thorough review.
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8.  Emphasize offensive and defensive measures relating to Weapons of Mass
Destruction. Nuclear readiness requirements should be based on evolving
nuclear policy guidance. The Department must ensure that U.S. forces are
prepared to conduct operations (offensive and defensive) in a nuclear,
biological, and/or chemical environment. That includes the conduct of national-
level command and control exercises involving joint military and civilian
leadership and their staffs to ensure the ability of military and civilian leadership
to carry out their roles and provide confidence in the continued effectiveness of
nuclear control and security means. Of the triad, the area that requires greatest
attention is biological.

9.  Continued refinement of the roles of SECDEF/CIJCS/SVCS/CINCS in
readiness matters. The environment and processes are changing. The
Department should re-examine the readiness oversight and management roles of
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Office of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the Services, and the CINCs. In many areas of readiness,
responsibilities are clear. However, in the case of resource allocations to
support joint readiness, and planning for readiness to conduct joint operations,
these responsibilities are less clear.

10. A system to ensure that BRAC 95 has top down guidance regarding
ultimate basing, depots, etc., as well as a funding system to permit rapid write-
off by the Defense Department of selected bases. Guidance should be
applicable to all Services with a focus on expediting elimination of excess
infrastructure.

11. Implementation of ongoing Defense Science Board proposals that have an
impact on readiness - Acquisition, Depot Maintenance, Defense Manufacturing,
and the special Study for the USD (P&R) on Training Readiness. These
specific reports address issues and provide recommendations which directly
impacts on readiness today and in the future.

12.  We have a special concern about future readiness. The reduction of
resources for acquisition raises serious questions about the capabilities of our
forces to respond to the challenges of the 21st Century.

The above list does not include all of our recommendations. However, it
highlights the areas that we believe will pay significant dividends in future readiness, and
particularly in future joint and combined readiness.

There are several policy areas that will affect future readiness which need
immediate clarification. The Department of Defense and the Congress need formal
publication of a National Security Strategy from the White House that defines the
administration's security policies in this changed world. We found it difficult to evaluate
the adequacy of the readiness of certain forces when no specific National Security Policy
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has been provided. The effect of this void is the inability to answer the question "to do
what?" about certain elements of the armed forces. We used the defense strategy that
served as a basis for the Defense Department's Bottom-Up Review to evaluate
conventional force readiness. We did not attempt to evaluate the adequacy of those
forces. Such evaluation needs to be done in conjunction with future simulated and real
war games.

In addition, we concluded that the key indicators that measure r=adiness and
provide early warning of potential readiness problems are strongest as they relate to a
unit's current readiness within its Service and weakest as they address future and joint
readiness.

It's well to remind those interestec in military readiness that this matter has always
been the near exclusive responsibility of the uniformed military - with the Services
playing the dominant role. This process is changing. Now, the SECDEF, CJCS, and
CINC:s are all more involved in not only evaluating, but resourcing, joint and combined
readiness. This Task Force has had unprecedented freedom to review readiness matters.
Secretaries Aspin and Perry, General Shalikasvili, and the leadership of the individual
Services have been most supportive in this area.

The nation celebrated the 50th Anniversary of D-Day durirg the preparation of
this report. It is well to remember that five years before D-Day the United States had
very hollow forces. Many servicemen died as a result of our unreadiness. Readiness can
not be taken for granted. History has shown how "pockets" of unreadiness rapidly grow
and create "hollow" forces. We believe that attention to the issues raised in this report,
and the continued support of Congress for a ready responsive force will give us a chance
to prevent the shortcomings of the past from happening again as the military force
evolves in response to the demands of our unsettled world.




DEFENSE SCIENCE BOARD TASK FORCE ON READINESS
FINAL REPORT
I. INTRODUCTION

The Secretary of Defense established the Defense Scierice Board (DSB) Task
Force on Readiness, known as the "Readiness Task Force" (RTF), to provide him with
advice, recommendations, and supporting rationale which address the following areas:!

¢ Key indicators for measuring readiness and candidate methodologies for
providing early warning of potential readiness problems, including
assessments of:

-- How the Department deals with readiness concerns; and
-- The adequacy of existing readiness reporting systems.

¢ Other matters affecting individual and coilective readiness, such as: structure,
lift, sustainability, active-reserve mix, retention, training, and the use of
civilians and coalition personnel support.

Members of the Readiness Task Force are;

General Edward C. Meyer, USA (Retirzd), Chairman
General Maxwell R. Thurman, USA (Retired)

General Larry D. Welch, USAF (Retired)

Admiiral Huntington Hardisty, USN (Retired)

Admiral Robert L. Long, USN (Retired)

General Joseph J. Went, USMC (Retired)

Lieutenant General Julius W. Becton, Jr., USA (Retired)
Lieutenant General Herbert R. Temple, Jr., ARNG (Retired)

The Readiness Task Force reviewed a broad range of readiness topics and looked
in depth at numerous specific aspects of readiness. This Final Report of the Readiness
Task Force highlights areas that we believe the Department of Defense should focus on to
provide the ready forces needed, today and tomorrow, to respond to likely challenges in
the changing world environment.

Over the past year, in conducting its activities, the Readiness Task Force has met
as a group frequently, and its members have visited numerous sites, individually as well
as in groups, to gather information for this report. Significantly, the Secretary or Deputy
Secretary of Defense met with us at most of our group meetings so that they could take

The Defense Science Board Task Force on Readiness was established on May 19, 1993 in Terms of
Reference signed by the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology.




timely action, rather than wait for formal reports. In addition, we met with the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Service Chiefs as we developed our firidings and
recommendations. We also have maintained a dialog with the GAO as they conduct a
Congressionally directed effort to define key military readiness factors. As a result of
these collaborative efforts, steps to implement many of the recommendations made in this
report already are underway.

The points below establish the context to help understand the observations,
concerns and recommendations in this Final Report.

Current Status of Milit adiness. Although there are some downward
indicators, we found the general readiness posture of our military forces to be
acceptable. Many of our current readiness concerns are a direct result of
turbulence associated with the drawdown in our force sutucture, complications
associated with changes in strategy, and changes in resource allocations
stemming from budget reductions. We would expect such turbulence to
subside as we adjust to the new defense environment. Civilian and military
leaders are concerned, however, that, unless we take preventive or corrective
actions, continuing force reductions, strategy changes, and budget reductions
could cause serious readiness degradations. We think these are legitimate
CONCerns.

Current Readiness Reporting Systems. Current readiness assessment systems,

while having shortcomings addressed in this report, were designed to focus on
specific readiness resources (e.g., personnel, equipment, training, supplies)
that are critical to achieving unit readiness. Other systems provide general
information identifying major shortfalls in resources that would inhibit
responses to contingencies. This information, coupled with our commanders'

experienced judgments, provides a useful assessment of current unit readiness.

Readiness Task Force Focus. Taken in the aggregate, our recommendations
should serve as a basis for adjustments in the way the Department of Defense
oversees and manages the readiness of its military forces. While the military
Services should continue to exercise the readiness responsibilities they have
today, they should take steps that will help the Department to:

1. Bring a greater joint forces perspective to readiness, in addition to the
largely single-service unit perspective we have today;

2. Develop ways to project the future readiness implications of our policy
and budgetary decisions, rather than waiting until such decisions have

been implemented in order to determine whether the readiness of our
forces has been degraded;

3. Develop better ways to link readiness concemns to our policy development
and resource allocation processes; and




4. Integrate the readiness oversight and management roles of the Office of
the Secretary of Defense, the Office of the Chairman of Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the CINCs and the Services.

This Final Report addresses our concerns in each of these areas and suggests
approaches for dealing with them.

II. SCOPE -- READY TO DO WHAT?

The Readiness Task Force focused on the readiness management and oversight
process. We did not look in detail into: acquisition, technology, or industrial base issues
related to readiness (which are being examined by separate Task Forces of the Defense
Sciencs Board); the adequacy of forces to carry out the tasks required in the Bottom-Up
Review; or the readiness of the nuclear forces to carry out the nuclear forces strategy
pending the outcome of the Nuclear Posture Review.

A major challenge has been to answer the question -- "Ready to do what?" This is
largely due to the absence of a current Nationai Security Strategy and its follow-on the
National Military Strategy. The question was temporarily answered in September 1993
with the release of the Bottom-Up Review (BUR), which addressed the needs for
conventional and unconventional forces. Our Task Force has evaluated the conventional
and unconventional forces based on their readiness to respond to the three functional
areas defined in the Bottom-Up Review:

¢ Rapid response to two nearly simultaneous major regional conflicts anywhere
in the world with major land, sea, air, and space forces.

¢ Rapid response to small contingencies, sometimes requiring highly precise
operations, with a very high probability of success from the outset of the
operation.

e Special capabilities demanded by special situations in peacekeeping,
peacemaking, humanitarian missions, etc.

The Services and th~ Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff are in a continuing
precess of evaluating the adequacy of the forces necessary to carry out the requirements
identified through the Bottom-Up Review. A recent observation by General Luck
indicating a need for 400 thousand troops reinforces the need for a reappraisal of the
requirements defined in the BUR. The Chairman is planning a r.:ajor war game to
evaluate the BUR this Fall. This war game should afford the opportunity to validate
CINC requirements. Moreover, in light of the importance of joint and combined
operations in the protection of U.S. and allied security interests, both the FY 1995-99 and
FY 1996-01 Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) directed the CINCs 1o assess joint
readiness in the context of the Bottom-Up Review and to provide advice on readiness
mutters in the Program and Budget process.




II. CURRENT FACTORS AFFECTING READINESS

The Readiness Task Force's review took into account the impacts on readiness of
the following changes:

The world situation and threat perception;

National military strategy;

Funding levels;

Roles and missions;

End strengths - military, active, reserve, civilian;
Organization of force structure;

Production, availability and access to strategic resources;
Personnel quality of life and morale;

Basing (overseas and CONUS); and

Supporting infrastructure.

Many of these changes have had a negative impact on near-term readiness, and
affect each of the Services differently. Examples are:

Army -- Increasing the practice of borrowing military manpower to conduct
tasks unrelated to their military missions, and increasing numbers of
mismatches between job requirements and service-member skills ("MOS
mismatches") due to personnel turbulence;

Navy -- Providing operating funds for bases that did not close as scheduled,
even though O&M funds for those bases were removed from the budget;

Air Force -- Shortfall in availability of critical spare parts due to turbulence
associated with the rapid drawdown.

Marine Corps: Lengthy or frequent contingency deployments ("high
OPTEMPO") that prevent units from participating in required training
activities.

Until this change-related turbulence declines, units in the field will inevitably be
subject to some degraded readiness. Turbulence is the number-one enemy of
cohesiveness in units and concomitant readiness. During this period of change, there will
be various instances of degraded readiness and anecdotal evidence of readiness problems
from the field will be common.




There are several changes which should have a positive impact on readiness. In
addition to the creation of our Task Force, the Department has undertaken additional
initiatives to ensure the continuing readiness of U.S. military forces, consistent with our
national security requirements:

¢ Made readiness the Department of Defense's top priority and included
readiness reporting requirements in we Defense Planning Guidance;

¢ Created the Senior Readiness Oversight Council. This council, chaired by the
Deputy Secretary of Defense, and co-chaired by the Vice-Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, is the senior-level DoD forum for readiness policy and
oversight.

o Created the Readiness Working Group. This group, co-chaired by the Deputy
Under Secretary for Readiness and the Joiut Staff Director for Operations (J-
3), provides the primary support for the Senior Readiness Oversight Council.

e Established the position of Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and
Readiness. The Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Force
Management and Personnel was reorganized and renamed, and then elevated
to Under-Secretary status.

o Established the position of Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Readiness.
This new position in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for
Personnel and Readiness is the focal point on the OSD staff for readiness
issues and, as previously noted, co-chairman of the Readiness Working
Group.

¢ Increased Service focus on unit readiness monitoring capabilities.

¢ Conducted readiness off-site meetings (three-days of meetings chaired by the
Deputy Secretary of Defense), which resulted in plans to develop analytical
tools that relate resources to readiness.

¢ The Chairman, JCS, has taken the initiative and responsibility for assessing
readiness of US forces to execuie assigned missions.

¢ The Vice-Chairman, JCS has expanded the focus of the Joint Requirements
Oversight Council (JROC) beyond it's normal acquisition review function to
include readiness issues. The JROC is comprised of the Vice-Chairman and
Service Vice-Chiefs; and

e The Vice-Chairman, JCS, alsc 1itiated the Joint Warfighting Capability
Assessment process, which will assess readiness operationally and
programatically, current and future, with a focus on mission accomplishment.

Additionally, Congress has demonstrated continuing support for readiness in the budget
process.




IV. LEVELS OF READINESS

Based on U.S. security requirements posed by the Major Regional Conflicts
(MRCs), small contingencies, and special capabilities noted in Section III above, the
Readiness Task Force, drawing on JCS definitions, discussions with senior civilian and
military defense leaders, and our members' own experiences, found it useful to consider
the three readiness levels defined below:

1.

Unit readiness -- the level of preparedness of units to execute assigned
missions with available weapon systems or support systems. The Task Force
specifically addressed both current unit readiness and indicators of future unit
readiness.

Joint (and combined) force readiness -- the level of preparedness of
Combatant Commands and Joint Task Forces to integrate ready combat and
support units into an effective joint and combined operating force.

Natjonal readiness -- the level of preparedness to support the national
military strategy is the broadest level of readiness, which includes the
traditional four pillars of military capability: readiness of military units (and
joint and combined forces readiness), sustainability in combat, modernization
of forces, and force structure.

A. Elements of a Readiness System

The Task Force determined that managing and assessing the first ("unit") and
second (“joint force") levels of readiness requires a system that contains at least the
following five elements:

Defined areas of readiness (e.g., equipment, personnel, training, C4I, etc.);
Clearly assigned responsibility and criteria for those areas of readiness;
Measures of readiness in each of the defined areas;

A reporting and verification system; and

A system of review by the various levels of authority responsible for
allocating resources to achieve readiness and/or decisions to employ ready
forces.

Our Task Force assessed existing readiness systems as defined by the above five
elements. Further, we made judgments about how well the current readiness system
works. In this Final Report we have made some specific comments on the state of
readiness as defined, reported, and reviewed by the existing system.




B. Current Unit Readiness

There currently exists a well-defined reporting system to evaluate the current
readiness of combat and support units. It emhraces the five elements of a readiness
system as defincd above. For example, the elements of unit readiness include personnel
readiness, training readiness, and equipment and supply readiness. Responsibility for
each of these areas is clearly defined within the military Services' statutory responsibility
to organize, train, and equip forces. The Services have mature measurement and
reporting systems for unite, and results are evaluated and validated through readiness
inspections, exercises, and contingency after-action reviews. Unit readiness reporting is
reviewed at multiple levels, including the Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
Office of the Secretary of Defense. While shortfalls exist in cunent readiness, generally
stemming from having to make choices ¢.nong limited resources, the current unit
readiness system is mature and well understood at multiple levels of ccmmand,
management, assessment and review.

C. Future Unit Readiness

The Department's systems for predicting future unit r zadiness are significantly
less mature and less comprehensive than those for reporting current unit readiness. For
example, current reporting systems include the unit commandxi's forecasts of near-term
changes in each of the readiness measurement areas. Coromanders often base these
forecasts on short-terrn and anecdotal considerations wiih little benefit of analyses of
quantified data. While there are some mature, validated systems in use within the
Services for assessing the impact of cu.rent budget allocations on future readiness, there
is no comprehensive aggregated system of assessment. reporting, and reviews useful to
senior OSD, JCS and CINC decision makers.

Early in our effort, we atternpted to identify key indicators that could serve as
useful "red flags" for senior defense managers to signal potential problems affecting
future readiness. While such wamings could be identified in cach readiness measurement
area, some problems may not be evident until it is too late to take .reventive actions.
Therefore, we believe it is more usefu) to the decision maker to have valid longer-range
predictions of impacts expressed in terins similar to those usred io assess current
readiness. Initial successes in this area give us high confidence this can be done.

For example, the Air Force uses a mature, calibrated system that forecasts future
equipment readiness in terms similar to those used to describe current equipment
readiness -- weapons system mission-capable rates and sortie-generation capability.
This Air Force system tc forecast equipment readiness uses input variables such as:
dollars available to buy spare parts, depot and unit logistics, manpower, systems
reliability, and maintenance practices. The outputs are mission-capable rates and sortie-
generation capability by system. While this system does not predict readiness by unit,
predicting readiness by weapons systern is useful for both budget allocation and future




